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Call to Order 


In calling the meeting to order at 2:15 pm, Dr. Kenniff asked members of 
Senate to stand and observe a "minute of silence" in memory of the 3 faculty 
colleagues who were slain on 24 August 1992. 


Following the "minute of silence", and on behalf of the members of Senate, 
Prof. Peluso read a poem in commemoration of the events of 24 August 
1992, (Appendix I). 


Dr. Kenniff welcomed new and returning Senators to the first meeting in the 
1992/93 academic year; and as was customary, he invited members to 
introduce themselves, indicating the particular constituency or office which 
the individual represented. 


Approval of Agenda 


Dr. Kenniff noted that two new items had been added to the regular Senate 
Agenda - Business Arising from the Minutes (Item V) and Other Business 
(Item XI). He also advised that reports from the Vice-Rector, Academic, 
and the Vice-Rector, Services, should be added to the Agenda as Items - 
VII, 1) and 2), respectively. In addition, it was suggested and agreed that 
the elections to the Steering Committee be held before the elections to the 
Task Force on Senate Reform, 1.e., that Agenda Items VI, a) and VI, b) be 
reversed. 


Also, for the benefit of new members, Dr. Kenniff explained the practice 
which has been followed with respect to motions which arise during Senate 
meetings whereby, unless there was a specific request for a vote on a given 
motion or resolution, the matter automatically would be considered as 
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approved; and that if members felt that it was important to vote on a given 
issue, they should so request and a vote would be taken. 


The Agenda, as presented and changed, was approved. 
Dr. Kenniff advised that the next Agenda item would be dealt with in 
"Closed Session", and he asked those in attendance who were not members 


of Senate to leave the meeting. 


OPEN SESSION 


Approval of Senate Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. OSMAN, SECONDED BY MR. 
SUBRAMANYA, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETINGS 
OF MAY 1, 20 AND 26, 1992, BE APPROVED. 


It was suggested by Dr. Sheinin, and agreed, that the Programme for the 
meeting of 20 May 1992 be appended to the Minutes. It was also agreed that 
a statement of thanks and appreciation to the staff of the Office of the 
Vice-Rector, Academic, who had organized and implemented the meeting, 
be entered into the Senate record. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED. 


Business Arising from the Minutes of 26 May 1992 


As she had indicated at the Senate meeting of 26 May 1992, Dr. Sheinin 
read her statement concerning the appointment of the Dean, Faculty of 
Commerce and Administration, contained in document US-92-7-D3. In 
addition, she advised that a revised version of the document which would 
include updated references to the Senate Minutes would be deposited with 
the Secretary and made available to anyone who might wish to see it. 


Dr. Kenniff advised that given 'a comparison to the statement that he had 
tabled at the Senate meeting of 26 May 1992 and the lengthy discussions on 
the issue that had taken place at several Senate meetings, there was, and 
there continued to be, a profound difference of opinion between himself and 
the Vice-Rector, Academic, both with respect to the facts and interpretations 
to be given to the facts; and that it was his own view, as Rector of the 
University, that in these trying times as we begin the academic year, it was 
in the best interest of the University that he not respond to the 
above-mentioned statement with further debate about the issue, and with 
respect to which everyone had had an opportunity to speak their mind; and 
that he did not intend to reactivate the lengthy debates that had occurred at 
Senate. 


Responding to a question concerning the appointment of the Chancellor of 
the University, and the involvement of faculty in that process, Dr. Sheinin 
advised that at the present time the Board of Governors was responsible for 
the selection of the Chancellor; that a Notice with respect to this had 
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appeared in Concordia's Thursday Report last Spring soliciting 
nominations; and that she thought that the appointment, in fact, had been 
made and announced, i.e., that the Right Honourable Jeanne Sauvé had 
been appointed Chancellor of Concordia University. 


Additionally, Dr. Kenniff advised that the report of the committee, which 
had recommended the appointment of the Right Honourable Jeanne Sauvé 
as Chancellor of Concordia University, was presented and approved at the 
June 1992 meeting of the Board of Governors; that the committee had been 
composed of members of the Board of Governors and was representative of 
all of the jurisdictions that sit on the Board, including faculty and students; 
that a community-wide call for nominations was made through the media, 
internal notices, publication in the alumni magazine, etc.; that nominations 
were received and considered by the committee; and that Madame Sauvé 
was recommended by the committee, and was appointed Chancellor of 
Concordia University, effective as of 1 October 1992. 


Elections 


Steering Committee Elections 


With respect to the election of faculty representatives to the Steering 
Committee, Dr. Kenniff advised that Prof. Osman's name erroneously had 
been omitted from the ballot (document US-92-7-D6), but that it had been 
inscribed by the Secretary on a sufficient number of ballots to cover two 
rounds of voting; and he asked eligible voters to add Prof. Osman's name to 
the ballot, if necessary. 


In response to a concern with respect to an existing vacancy in the Fine Arts 
Faculty representation on Senate, Dean Parker advised that an appointment 
would be made by the Faculty Council in time for the next Senate meeting. 
It was also pointed out that Prof. Sacca, who was a faculty representative 
from Fine Arts, was present, but that she had not served previously on 
Senate and was therefore not eligible for election to the Steering Committee. 


Following distribution and collection of the ballots, it was agreed to proceed 
to Agenda Item VII -Remarks from the Chair, while the results were being 
tabulated by Dr. D. Boisvert, Associate Vice-Rector, Services, and Mr. B. 
Smart, University Registrar, who were acting as the returning officers for 
the elections. 


Remarks from the Chair 


In his remarks, Dr. Kenniff commented on the recent announcement by the 
Minister of Higher Education and Science, concerning additional capital 
financing in the amount of 6.78 million dollars for a number of requests 
associated with Concordia University, including the purchase and 
renovation of the Loyola High School Building and restoration of the Hall 
Building facade, and 9.2 million dollars over a 2-year period, for the regular 
maintenance and repair budget; a previously announced 15.6 million dollar 
grant to Québec universities in the current financial year on the basis of 
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degrees granted in the previous year, and which was set at 500 dollars for 
an undergraduate degree, 600 dollars for a Master's degree, and 1,000 
dollars for a Ph.D. degree, all of which, as best as could be calculated, 
would amount to 1.7 million dollars for Concordia University, but which, 
given that the 15 million dollar budget-cut announced last Spring by the 
Minister had not been deducted from Concordia's Operating Budget, would 
only confirm to the University the level of revenues anticipated in the budget 
passed by the Board of Governors following consultation with Senate; the 
official opening of the J.W. McConnell Building at 2:30 pm, Thursday, 30 
September 1992; the levelling of the sidewalk in front of the Hall Building; 
the arrival of the first of four new shuttle buses, the delivery of which was 
expected to be completed by October 1992; the Annual Concordia Shuffle 
on Wednesday, 23 September 1992, with participants, for the first time, 
moving in the reverse direction, 1.e., from the Loyola Campus to the Sir 
George Williams Campus; the cancellation of the Rector's traditional Fall 
Reception in view of the events of 24 August 1992; the joint meeting of, the 
Executive Committee of the Board of Governors and the Senate Steering 
Committee on 29 September 1992; the joint meeting of Senate and the 
Board which was tentatively scheduled for 21 October 1992; and a visit to 
Concordia University by the Conseil des universit6s on 23 October 1992, 
as part of the Conseil's 1992/93 visitation programme. 


Steering Committee Elections (cont'd) 


Dr. Kenniff announced that as a result of the first round of balloting, the 
following members had been elected to the Steering Committee: 


PROF. A. JALILVAND - FACULTY OF COMMERCE AND 
ADMINISTRATION; 


PROF. T. STATHOPOULOS - FACULTY OF ENGINEERING 
AND COMPUTER SCIENCE; 


PROF. J. LOCKE - FACULTY OF FINE ARTS; 
PROF. W. BYERS - FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE 


Dr. Kenniff further advised that a second round of balloting would be 
required to elect another representative from the Faculty of Arts and 
Science, whereby eligible voters would be asked to vote for one from 
among Professors Knitter, McDonough, Newman and Waters. 


The meeting continued while the results of the second ballot were being 
tabulated. 


Prof. Newman, voicing concern for the families of the victims of 24 August 
1992, and particularly for the children who had lost their fathers, wondered 
whether a Senate committee might be set up to take an interest in the 
children over the years, to contribute some of the things that had been lost to 
them, perhaps to send them to summer camp, to consult with the families, 
etc., so that thereby we would be doing something for the families. She also 
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suggested that the money which otherwise would have been spent on the 
Rector's Fall Reception be considered as an initial contribution to a fund 
which would be administered by the suggested committee. 


In response to the above, Dr. Kenniff advised that the suggestion was 
similar to others that had been made; that many people had come forward 
with ideas at this particular time; that what was being suggested was a 
possibility, as were other things; that consideration was being given to the 
possibility of using the approximate cost of the Fall Reception in some 
context with respect to the events of 24 August 1992; that the University 
was concemed about the families of the victims and their welfare; that there 
were a lot of things underway at the present time in the University through 
the Human Resources Department, the Office of the Vice-Rector, 
Institutional Relations and Finance, etc.; and that the suggestion could be 
taken under advisement. 


Support was voiced for Prof. Newman's suggestion; and it was also 
suggested that information with respect to activities taking place in various 
offices in the University should be made available, thereby promoting the 
feeling of community involvement in both the grieving and healing 
processes. 


Steering Committee Elections (cont'd) 


Dr. Kenniff announced that as a result of the second round of balloting, 
PROF. E.B. NEWMAN -FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE, had been 
elected to the Steering Committee. 


Elections to the Task Force on Senate Reform 


Separate ballots were distributed to eligible faculty and senior administration 
voting members on Senate. 


It was agreed that subsequent consideration be given to a suggestion by Ms. 
Nero that the undergraduate students be permitted to elect an alternate 
undergraduate student representative to the Task Force. 


Prof. Newman stated that she had been at the University for the past 23 
years, and that she wished to express her total admiration for the Faculty of 
Engineering and Computer Science, which, she advised, had developed 
from practically nothing to one of the best Faculties in the country; that this 
was due to the work of a particularly good Dean, heads of institutes and 
chairs of departments often chosen by the Dean; and that in her opinion, we 
have not given enough praise to that Faculty, and to that Dean. 


Following a round of applause, IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. NEWMAN, 
SECONDED BY PROF. WATERS, THAT IT BE RECORDED IN THE 
MINUTES THAT THE SENTIMENTS EXPRESSED ABOVE 
REPRESENTED THE FEELING OF THE ENTIRE SENATE. 


THE MOTION WAS CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
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Elections to the Task Force (cont'd) 


Dr. Kenniff announced that as a result of the initial round of balloting, the 
following had been elected to the Task Force: 


DEAN R.J. PARKER - SENIOR ADMINISTRATOR. 


IT WAS MOVED OF DEAN KUSY, SECONDED BY PROF. PELUSO, 
THAT AN AD HOC COMMITTEE CONSISTING OF THREE 
MEMBERS OF SENATE BE ESTABLISHED TO DETERMINE WHAT 
TYPES OF UNDERTAKINGS THE FACULTY MIGHT BECOME 
INVOLVED IN TO EXPRESS THEIR CONCERNS WITH RESPECT TO 
THE CHILDREN OF THE VICTIMS OF 24 AUGUST 1992. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


It was suggested and agreed that the above-mentioned ad hoc Committee 
consist of Dean M. Kusy, Prof. E. Newman, and Prof. K. Waters. 


Concerns were expressed with respect to the fact that students were being 
excluded from the membership of the ad hoc Committee, it being argued 
that if faculty members wished to have an ad hoc committee, they should 
use a body other than Senate, which included student members, to establish 
it. 


It was suggested that the three members from Senate be considered as part 
of a consultative committee with other members of the Rector's Office who 
were involved in trying to coordinate all of the various memorial activities; 
and that faculty members who might wish to do so, could bring their 
suggestions and ideas to that consultative committee. 


Dr. Kenniff stated that he was very sensitive to the above suggestion, and 
that he was appreciative of any form of assistance, contribution, input, etc. 
He further advised that while, on the one hand, one did not need a motion in 
Senate to be able to allow faculty input into anything, on the other hand, it 
was appropriate and right for people who want to express that in a formal 
motion be allowed do so. In addition, he advised that the members of the ad 
hoc Committee, and all members of Senate, were welcome to come to his 
office or to Dr. Cohen's office, either formally or informally, individually 
or as a group, to help in the coordination of activities; and that many ideas 
were coming from many different quarters at the present time, and it was 
important that these somehow formed a coherent recognition and support 
for the victims and their families. 


It was suggested that members of Senate who had ideas might contact any 
of the three membering of the ad hoc Committee, which, by the time of the 
next meeting, might come back to Senate with recommendations, etc. 


Dr. Cohen stated that Prof. Newman's suggestion was an excellent idea; 
that it was not a matter of bringing together and coordinating, but rather the 
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fact that the faculty wanted to do something, which, in fact, might be quite 
different from anything else that the University as a corporate body might 
do; and that in terms of making sure that there was coherence, he was quite 
prepared to let them know what the University was doing on the corporate 
level, to take that into account, and then to seek to help the faculty in their 
endeavours. With respect to providing information, he advised that this 
would be within the limits of respecting the privacy of the families. He also 
suggested that the ad hoc Committee should allow itself sufficient time to do 
what it wanted to do; that the members must talk to the families involved; 
that they must find the appropriate time to do so; and that the appropriate 
time was the families' appropriate time and not that of the ad hoc 
Committee. 


Following continuing concerns expressed with respect to the exclusion of 
students from membership on the ad hoc Committee, and an explanation of 
the rationale for the Committee's composition, it was suggested and agreed 
that the ad hoc Committee be considered as an ad hoc committee of faculty 
members of Senate. 


Dr. Sheinin suggested that within the bounds of sensitivity, Concordia's 
Thursday Report be the mechanism for the dissemination of information 
with respect to this matter to the University community. 


Again, it was suggested that a special column be established in the 
Concordia's Thursday Report to provide information on a weekly basis to 
the University community relating to events of 24 August 1992. 


Elections to the Task Force on Senate Reform (cont'd) 


Dr. Kenniff announced that as a result of the first round of balloting among 
the faculty members, the following had been elected to the Task Force: 


PROF. E. SACCA - FACULTY OF FINE ARTS. 


Dr. Kenniff also advised that in the second round, faculty members would 
be asked to vote for either Prof. W. Byers or Prof. K. Waters in the Faculty 
of Arts and Science, Prof. A. Jalilvand or Prof. J. Segovia in the Faculty of 
Commerce and Administration, and Prof. F.D. Hamblin or Prof. T. 
Stathopoulos in the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science. 


With respect to an earlier question concerning the possibility of the 
undergraduate students being allowed to elect an alternate member to the 
Task Force, Dr. Kenniff advised that the resolution which had been passed 
by Senate last Spring alluded to two students as members of the Task Force 
and did not provide for alternate members. He suggested that if the student 
members so wished, they could come back at the next Senate meeting with a 
motion to amend the composition of the Task Force to allow for alternate 
student memberships. 


It was also announced that the following student representatives had been 
elected to the Task Force: 


92-7-20 


92-7-21 


92-7-22 


92-7-23 


MS. K. BEAUDOIN - UNDERGRADUATE STUDENT 
REPRESENTATIVE; 


MR. P.S. SUBRAMANYA - GRADUATE STUDENT 
REPRESENTATIVE. 


Items for Information 


Dr. Sheinin, Vice-Rector, Academic, in announcing that Dr. Sheila Mason 
Mullett, Department of Philosophy, had been invited to be the second 
Visiting Chair of Ecofeminism at Murdoch University in Australia, advised 
that to her knowledge, this was a unique Chair in that it was the only one in 
existence in the world; and that the inaugural Chair was Dr. Caroline 
Merchant who was a leader in the field of ecology and the role of women 
throughout history in supporting the environment. 


She also announced that Prof. Russell Moroziuk, Department of 
Theological Studies, has been invited to attend the University of Kiev in 
Russia for one year to develop the first curriculum in theological studies at 
that University. 


She further advised that the Annual Meeting of the Vice-Rectors, Academic, 
of Canadian Universities would be held in Montreal from October 7 to 9, 
1992, with one of the sessions scheduled to be held at Concordia University 
in the Russell W. Breen Senate Chamber, Loyola Campus. 


Elections to the Task Force (cont'd) 


Dr. Kenniff announced that as a result of the second ballot, the following 
faculty members were elected to the Task Force on Senate Reform: 


PROF. K. WATERS - FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE; 


PROF. J. SEGOVIA FACULTY OF COMMERCE AND 
ADMINISTRATION; 


PROF. F.D. HAMBLIN FACULTY OF ENGINEERING AND 
COMPUTER SCIENCE. 


Items for Information (cont'd) 


Dr. Sheinin read her report entitled "Deliberations on the Future of the 
Senate of Concordia University" as contained in document US-92-7-D12. 


With respect to the recent announcement by the Minister of Higher 
Education and Science, Dr. Bertrand, Vice-Rector, Services, emphasized 
that in effect., the 16 million dollars already had been spent or committed 
for such things as the purchase and renovation of the Loyola High School 
Building, repairs to the Hall Building facade, etc.; and that the 9.2 million 
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dollars for repairs and renovation was over a two-year period; 1.e., the 
University had not received anything more than what it had expected. 


Question Period 


Responding to a concern expressed by Prof. Scheinberg with respect to the 
problem of jaywalking an de Maisonneuve Blvd. , between the Hall 
Building and the new Library building, which he described as "a tragedy 
waiting to happen", Dr. Kenniff advised that the administration was aware 
of the problem and that the matter would be under discussion at a meeting to 
be held on Monday. 


Stating that he shared the concern raised by Prof. Scheinberg, Dr. Bertrand 
advised that one of the. measures being contemplated was to ask the City to 
end the synchronization of the traffic lights on de Maisonneuve in order to 
slow the traffic; and that other measures that had been or were being, 
considered included mounting an information campaign, the possibility of 
ticketing jaywalkers, and erecting a barrier along de Maisonneuve, etc. He 
advised, however, that the latter option had been ruled out by the City 
because of the adverse effect on the already congested traffic flow. 


Prof. Peluso suggested that consideration should be given to the possibility 
of unsymmetrical time-intervals for traffic lights whereby the time allotted 
for pedestrian traffic would be longer, as was the case with the traffic lights 
in front of McGill University's Roddick Gates. 


Responding to a number of questions raised by Mr. Kaminaris with respect 
to an announced increase in miscellaneous fees being charged to students, to 
become effective in the summer of 1993, Dr. Bertrand advised that he 
would have to check to ascertain whether students had been consulted in 
advance of the decision; that the increase had been approved by the Office of 
the Rector in June 1992; and that the effect of the increase on the students 
had been taken into consideration as evidenced by the one-year delay in 
implementation. He emphasized that if his memory served him correctly, it 
had been ten years since the fees in question had been increased, which, he 
suggested, in this era of inflation, was a relatively long period of time for 
fees to remain stable. He also advised that he would be happy to consider 
and discuss with appropriate offices and administrators, any written 
substantive submission from the students requesting re-consideration of the 
increase. 


In answer to a number of follow-up questions from Mr. Kaminaris, Dr. 
Bertrand stated that he had no difficulty with the idea of setting up some 
mechanism for the future which would alert CUSA and the other student 
associations to the thought that some fees might be increased, and provide 
an opportunity for response. He also reiterated his earlier comment that he 
would be happy to consider, and discuss with appropriate offices, any 
substantive submission from student associations vis-a-vis the 
miscellaneous fee increase, although he cautioned that there was a time 
factor involved because of calendar printing deadlines. 
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Explaining the objective difference between tuition and miscellaneous 
student . fees, Dr. Cohen, Vice-Rector, Institutional Relations and Finance, 
advised that he was very willing to consult students with respect to fee 
increases, but at the same time questioned the. potential productivity of such 
consultation, particularly with respect to fee increases mandated by the 
Québec Government. 


Voicing concern over the physical dynamics of the Senate Chamber, Prof. 
Newman stated that its design was such that members were required to talk 
to those who were sitting at the head table; and that it was the only room that 
she had ever been in where the students wanted to sit at the front. She 
further advised that she was unable to hear what was being said by those 
sitting in front, and she suggested that microphones be provided for those 
occupying the first desks, so that their comments could be heard. She also 
suggested that it would help the situation if everyone would attempt to speak 
louder. 


After expressing appreciation to Dr. Sheinin for the clarity of her report, 
(document US-92-7-D12), Prof. Newman raised a question concerning the 
status of the Groome Committee Report which was referred to on page 4, 
and the urgency for Senate action with respect to that. 


In response to the above, Me Gaudet, Secretary-General, and member and 
Secretary to the Committee, advised that the report was not yet ready; that 
the Committee had not completed its deliberations; that it had held some 16 
meetings up to this point in time; that the matter under consideration was 
very difficult and complex; and that further meetings would be required in 
October, and possibly November, 1992. In addition, she emphasized that 
procedurally, as she had announced previously in Senate, the Groome 
Committee, which reports to the Board of Governors, would table its final 
report at the Board without discussion, that it would be referred immediately 
to Senate, and that Senate could then decide upon its mechanism for 
analyzing the report and take whatever time it felt was necessary to develop 
its comments and recommendations. 


During continuing discussion, the feeling was expressed that Senate should 
determine the appropriate mechanism which should be in place prior to the 
arrival of the report, and that the item should be on the Agenda for 
consideration at the next Senate meeting. However, it was suggested and 
agreed that given an expression of urgency conveyed in remarks by the 
Vice-Rector, Academic, the matter of possible action by Senate at today's 
meeting would be raised under Agenda Item IX - "Other Business". 


Returning to the issue of increased miscellaneous fees, Mr. Toone 
questioned whether alternative actions other than punitive measures such as 
charging students for replacement of lost I.D. cards, etc.9 had been 
considered, including mounting an effective educational campaign which 
would emphasize how resources were being taxed and the importance of 
keeping costs down, etc. 
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He also suggested that more directional signage be used in the new Library 
Building and more meaningful identification of the tunnel, particularly in the 
atrium and in the cages in the Hall Building leading to the tunnel. 


Other concerns were raised and responded to with respect to the availability 
and receipt of submissions to and minutes of, the open meetings of the 
Groome Committee; and deadline dates associated with the "INC" policy 
which was amended by Senate at its meeting of 26 May 1992. In response 
to the latter issue, which had been raised by Mr. Parent in the context of 'a 
motion that had been discussed and voted on at a meeting of the Arts and 
Science Faculty Council, -Prof. MacKay, Chair, Senate Academic 
Programmes Committee advised that the policy was not written in stone; 
that the question of dates was part of the changes to the policy that had been 
approved by Senate in May 1991, and which had been supported by the 
student members of Senate at that time; and that the amendment referred to 
in the Senate Minutes of 26 May 1992 covered a different aspect of the 
policy. She suggested that the appropriate approach would be to have the 
issue of dates considered by the Arts and Science Faculty Curriculum 
Committee and by the Faculty Council, and then brought forward as a 
motion to APC for consideration. 


Appointments 


Committees of Senate 


Dr. Kenniff drew members' attention to the appointments to the Senate 
Committees listed in document US-92-7-D9 and the nominations to the 
Senate Appeals Committee - POOL contained in document US-92-7-D10. 
He also read the names of the undergraduate student representatives to the 
Senate Committees, including the Task Force on Senate Reform, which 
were listed in a document given to the Secretary at the beginning of-the 
meeting, (Addendum to document US-92-7-D9). 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN VALASKAKIS, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BYERS, THAT THE APPOINTMENTS TO THE . SENATE 
COMMITTEES, INCLUDING THE SENATE APPEALS COMMITTEE - 
POOL, AS CONTAINED IN DOCUMENTS US-92-7-D9 AND 
ADDENDUM, AND US-92-7-D10, BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Graduation Ceremonies Committee 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. SCHEINBERG, SECONDED BY PROF. 
STATHOPOULOS, THAT THE NOMINATIONS TO THE 
GRADUATION CEREMONIES COMMITTEE, AS CONTAINED IN 
DOCUMENT US-92-7-D10, BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 
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Concordia Council on Student Life 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. KAMINARIS, SECONDED BY PROF. 
SEGOVIA, THAT THE NOMINATION TO THE CONCORDIA 
COUNCIL ON STUDENT LIFE, AS CONTAINED IN DOCUMENT 
US-92-7-D10, BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Other Business 


It was suggested by Prof. Newman, and agreed, that the issues raised on 
page 4, document US-92-7-D12, concerning Senate's response to the 
Groome Committee Report be considered in a 15-minute discussion period 
in "Committee-of-the-Whole". 


The ensuing discussion centred on the question as to whether the Task 
Force on Senate Reform should be assigned the mandate of developing a 
response to the Groome Committee Report or whether Senate should strike 
a small working group to undertake this task. Support was voiced for the 
idea of striking a small "working group". However, concern was expressed 
with respect to the idea of establishing a three-member committee at today's 
meeting with a mandate to define the relationships which exist in the power 
structure of the University, and it was suggested that it might be more 
appropriate to assign to a small group the task of summarizing the critical 
elements in the presentations that had been made to the Groome Committee 
in lieu of waiting for the Report, and to put that on the Agenda for the next 
Senate meeting for discussion. It was also suggested that the ad hoc 
working group consist of three members of Senate, i.e.9 a faculty member, 
an administrator, and a student. 


During continuing discussion, it was argued that Senate should see the 
Report of the Groome Committee before deciding on the size and 
composition of an ad hoc committee to consider details as to how Senate 
should review the Report; that assurances have been given that there would 
be ample time for Senate to study the Groome Committee Report before any 
recommendations might be adopted by the Board of Governors; and that it 
was premature for Senate to proceed today with respect to nominations or 
the establishment of any ad hoc committee. 


It was also suggested, however, that if any ad hoc group was established at 
this meeting, it might, in addition- to preparing an abstract of the critical 
elements in the submissions to the Groome Committee, outline in a 
preparatory report some options with respect to reactions or response by 
Senate. 


Dr. Sheinin expressed the feeling that it was very important for Senate, 
which was the highest academic body of Concordia University, to decide 
for itself as to what it should be, and which was the rationale for the 
establishment of the Task Force on Senate Reform; and that it was equally 
important-for Senate to continue to think about the role it should play in the 


governance of the University, and particularly with respect to one element 
of that which was being considered by the Groome Committee, i.e., the 
selection and evaluation of the senior academic and administrative leaders. 
She further advised that we have been deliberating all year and that the 
Senate minutes contained a lot of thoughts, both amorphous and crystalized, 
about what Senate and the academic sector of this University should be 
doing in a variety of domains, including governance; and that, in her 
opinion, one of the easiest ways to do this was to ask a working group to 
think about the issues, come back and present Senate with the issues after 
having examined the Senate minutes which have dealt with this, along with 
any other relevant documents, e.g., the 1983/84 minutes of Senate and the 
Board of Governors; and-that in this way, Senate would have some 
concepts and clear ideas, and more importantly, a shared consensus vis-a- 
vis what it should be doing, well in advance of the presentation of the 
Groome Committee Report. In summary, she stated that her view was to 
have a small thinking or summarizing group coming back to Senate and 
presenting the issues for discussion, and for the formulation of a shared 
consensus about what Senate should be doing in the future, and in 
particular, to the Groome Committee document; that we knew what the 
Groome Committee was about, that there had been a lot of discussion about 
that in Concordia's and in the minutes that Me Gaudet was providing, and 
that we could begin to estimate what the issues would be by simply looking 
at the current CESSA document; and that there was not a lot of material that 
needed to be analyzed, but rather what was needed was a mechanism for 
getting our heads around it. 


During continuing discussion, it was argued that rather than striking a 
committee to summarize the details of Senate discussions last year, it would 
be more efficient to wait for the Groome Committee Report, to allow 
sufficient time for it to be tabled at Senate, Faculty Councils and CCSL in 
order to get any reactions and recommendations, which then could be 
incorporated by the Groome Committee into its Report, and submitted to the 
Board of Governors; and that it was difficult to imagine what an ad hoc 
Senate committee could do without knowing what the Groome Committee 
Report was going to contain. Questions were also raised and responded to 
with respect to the authority or role of Senate vis-a-vis the establishment of 
evaluation and advisory search committee rules and procedures. 


In support of establishing an ad hoc committee, it was argued that we 
needed to have a clear understanding of the central academic issues that 
were debated and discussed last year at Senate; that it would be to our 
advantage to have a sub-committee to examine the specific issues which the 
Groome Committee has dealt with; and that it was not a question of 
reacting, but rather a question of Senate being able to understand what it 
wanted. The hope was also expressed that the minutes of the Groome 
committee meetings had taken into account non-confidential briefs and 
recommendations, including those submitting by CUFA vis-a-vis the role of 
Senate in the search process for senior administrators. 


It was agreed that the meeting move out of "Committee of the Whole." 


92-7-34 


92-7-35 


92-7-36 


92-7-37 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. PELUSO SECONDED BY PROF. 
NEWMAN, THAT AN AD HOC COMMITTEE OF SENATE 
CONSISTING OF | FACULTY MEMBER, 1 STUDENT AND 1 DEAN 
OR SENIOR ADMINISTRATOR, BE ESTABLISHED TO EXAMINE 
THE ISSUE OF THE SELECTION AND EVALUATION OF SENIOR 
ADMINISTRATORS, AND WHERE SENATE'S CONCERNS ARE 
WITH RESPECT TO THAT SUBJECT. 


MOTON CARRIED. (22 in favour; 5 opposed; 2 abstentions). 

It was suggested and agreed that the three representatives be nominated by 
their particular constituencies; and that a 5-minute recess be called to allow 
each constituency to caucus with respect to that. 


The Meeting recessed at 4:50 pm., and resumed at 4:57 pm. 


The following nominations from the particular constituencies were 
approved: 


PROF. M. PELUSO - FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE; 
MR. J. MAKKONEN - UNDERGRADUATE STUDENT; 
DEAN M. KUSY - GRADUATE STUDIES. 


Next Meeting 


Dr. Kenniff announced that the next Senate meeting would be held at 2:00 
pm, Friday, 9 October 1992, in the Russell W. Breen Senate Chamber. 


Adjournment 
The Meeting was adjourned at 5:05 pm. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


